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ABSTRACT

The study examined the relationship between dependency and
J

acceptance of generalized personality interpretations (both positive
and negative).

It was hypothesized that (1) positive interpretations

would be accepted more readily than negative interpretations by both
dependent and independent subjects; (2) independents and dependents
would not differ in their acceptance of positive interpretations; and
(3) independents would accept negative interpretations less readily
than would dependents.
Results from two data analyses based on rating scales showed
that positive interpretations were rated as significantly more accurate
than negative interpretations.

A third analysis based on subjects'

open-ended responses revealed no differences between subjects who re
ceived the positive interpretations and subjects who received the nega
tive interpretations.

Analyses of results failed to show a significant

difference between dependents and independents in acceptance of either
the positive or the negative interpretations.

Results concerning the

effect of nature of the interpretations were consistent with previous
findings in the area.

Implications for future research were discussed.

vii

INTRODUCTION

The manner in which a psychologist communicates his clinical
J

findings regarding a patient has been an area of concern for at least
as long as psychological testing has existed.

A basic purpose of the

psychological report is to describe how a patient is both similar to
and different from others.

However, it is all too frequent that one

comes across reports which substitute very general, ambiguous statements
for specific, clear and practical communication.

Forer (1949) has com

mented that, "Personality evaluations can be, and often are, couched in
such general terms that they are meaningless in terms of denotability
in behavior."

He has warned against the use of "universally valid"

statements in describing an individual.

Such statements apply equally

well to the majority of the population, lack the quantitative specifi
cations necessary for differential diagnosis, and are, therefore, es
sentially useless (Forer, 1959).
Tallent (1958) also has criticized the failure of psychologists
to individualize the client in their reports.

Although the client may

readily "validate" a broad, generalized interpretation full of modal
statements which characterize most people, such interpretations serve
little more purpose than to unwarrantedly bolster the clinician's con
fidence in his descriptive powers and to reinforce his continued use of
them.

1
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The readiness with which people accept such "universally valid"
statements stimulated Meehl (1956) to call this type of interpretation
the "Barnum Effect."

Statements which elicit a "Barnum effect" have

been noted to be "essentially flattering to the subject" although occai

sionally a few "mildly negative" generalities are used (Thorne, 1960).
Marks and Seeman (1962) have described "Barnum effect" statements as
having a high social desirability rating.

Sundberg (1955) has described

Barnum statements as being either two-sided ("At times you are extro
verted, affable, sociable, while at other times you are introverted,
wary, and reserved") or modal statements which fit most people ("Security
is one of your major goals in life").
Forer (1949) was the first to demonstrate just how susceptible
people are to accepting generalized personality interpretations as ac
curate and unique portrayals of themselves.

He administered the Diag

nostic Interest Blank (which consists of a list of hobbies, reading
materials, personal characteristics, job duties, and secret hopes and
ambitions) to 39 introductory psychology students, telling them that
they would be given a brief personality analysis as soon as he had time
to examine their test papers.

One week later each student was given a

typed personality sketch with his name written on it.

Students had

been seated two seats apart from one another and were requested to keep
the content of the sketches secret from each other.

This was a neces

sary precaution because all sketches were in fact identical!

Each

sketch consisted of 13 "universally valid" statements which had been
taken from an astrology book.

The items were as follows:

3
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(1) You have a great need for other people to like and admire
you.
(2) You have a tendency to be critical of yourself.
(3) You have a great deal of unused capacity which you have not
turned to your advantage.
(4) While you have some personality weaknesses, you are gener
ally able to compensate for them.
(5) Your sexual adjustment has presented problems for you.
(6) Disciplined and self-controlled outside, you tend to be
worrisome and insecure inside.
(7) At times you have serious doubts as to whether you have made
the right decision or done the right thing.
(8) You prefer a certain amount of change and variety and be
come dissatisfied when hemmed in by restrictions and limi
tations .
(9) You pride yourself as an independent thinker and do not
accept others' statements without satisfactory proof.
(10) You have found it unwise to be too frank in revealing your
self to others.
(11) At times you are extroverted, affable, sociable, while at
other times you are introverted, wary, reserved.
(12) Some of your aspirations tend to be pretty unrealistic.
(13) Security is one of your major goals in life.
Having read the sketches, students then evaluated the degree to

which the personality description revealed basic characteristics of
their own personalities.

Results showed that 87 percent of the students

rated the personality sketch g;ood or perfect in its accuracy of descrip
tion.

Forer reported that students' written opinions of the sketch re

vealed that they not only accepted the descriptions as accurate, but
that they felt the sketches were uniquely derived for themselves.

Sub

sequent replications, utilizing the same design and the same items
(Stagner, 1958; Bachrach and Pattishal, 1960; Manning, 1968), have sup
ported Forer's findings.
Forer concluded that, "validation of a test instrument . . .

by

means of personal validation is a fallacious procedure which presupposes
objectivity of self-evaluation and an
on the part of the client."

understanding of other persons

He warned that clinical psychologists and
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others who make inferences about personality characteristics may be led
into ascribing an excessively high degree of significance to these in
ferences.

He further advised that clinicians submit their own procedures

and presuppositions to experimental scrutiny.
J

Subsequent studies of the Barnum effect have investigated the
influence of a number of different variables, including bona fide vs.
fake, generalized interpretations, sex of subject and other individual
difference variables, type of assessment procedure used, status of the
test interpreter, and social desirability of the interpretation.

These

studies will be reviewed in the sections which follow.

Generalized vs. Bona fide Interpretations
Sundberg (1955) gave the MMPI to students in a general psychol
ogy class, then had them choose between a bona fide interpretation (i.e.,
an interpretation made on the basis of the individual's score on the
MMPI) and a "fake" interpretation (taken from Forer, 1949).

When asked

which of the interpretations described them better and which they
thought was their own, subjects were unable to distinguish between the
fake and bona fide personality interpretations on a greater than chance
level.
Dies (1972) administered the Personality Research Form (PRF),
(Jackson, 1967) to students in an abnormal psychology class.

He then

gave half the subjects a fake personality interpretation and gave the
others bona fide interpretations.

Analysis of subjects' acceptance of

the interpretations revealed no differences between the two groups

5

(i.e., subjects receiving the fake interpretation accepted it as readily
as did those receiving the bona fide interpretation).
Merrens and Richards (1970) asked subjects to choose between
bona fide and fake interpretations.

They found that subjects clearly

J

preferred the fake, generalized interpretations over statements that
were actually derived from their performance on the Personality Research
Form.
O'dell (1972) also found that subjects rated a generalized per
sonality interpretation (taken from Forer, 1949) as significantly more
accurate than a real interpretation based on the Sixteen Personality
Factor Questionnaire (Cattel, Saunders and Stice, 1950).

He found, how

ever, that there was no significant difference in the degree to which
subjects liked the Barnum and the actual interpretation.

Sex of the Subject
Since the first study of the Barnum effect by Forer (1949),
there have been two studies (Sundberg, 1955; Snyder, 1973) which have
examined the relationship between acceptance of generalized personality
interpretations and sex of the subject.
icant relationship found.

In neither study was a signif

This variable has not been directly examined

in the majority of studies done on the Barnum effect.

Assessment Procedures
Snyder and Larson (1972) found that subjects who were told that
an interpretation was derived specifically for them from their psycho
logical tests rated the interpretation as significantly more descriptive
of their personalities than subjects simply told that the interpretation
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was generally true of people.

These findings have been replicated in

subsequent studies by Snyder (1973) and by Snyder and Bloom (1974).
Verberne (1974) performed a similar study.

He gave half of his subjects

the fake interpretation after they had taken a personality test.

The

J

other half of his subjects were given the fake interpretation with no
prior personality testing.

The interpretation was given to this second

group in a photostat format and attention was called to this fact.
Each group was asked "to judge the sketch as a whole in terms of how
accurate a description of your personality it is."

Verberne's results

were similar to those of Snyder and Larson (1972) in that subjects who
believed the interpretation to be based on their personality tests
described it as significantly more accurate than did subjects who were
not under that impression.

Verberne, however, noted that ". . . prior

administration of a personality test appears to account for less than
one-fifth of the varance involved in accuracy ratings of a pseudo
personality sketch" and that ". . . the acceptability of the Forer-type
sketch largely resides in the sketch per se."

That is, statements de

signed to describe most people will be accepted by most individuals as
true of themselves regardless of whether it is supposedly based on a
personality test or not.
Forer (1968) examined the results from his early study of the
Barnum effect (1949) and results from subsequent replications (Bachrach
and Pattishal, 1960; Manning, 1968).

He concluded that, "Since all

three studies employed a different test (whose scores were not used) and
the same personality description, the presumed source of diagnostic in
formation has little to do with the tendency to believe the information
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true . . .

Forer failed to note however, that, although a different

test was used in each study, all studies used an objective measure of
personality.

Subsequent studies have directly examined the effect of

type of assessment technique.
j

Richards and Merrens (1971) had subjects evaluate a fake per
sonality interpretation which was supposedly taken from one of three
assessment devices:

the Personality Inventory (Bernreuter, 1935), the

Life History Questionnaire and an abbreviated Rorschach.

Students eval

uated the interpretation in terms of accuracy, depth and efficiency.
Results showed that subjects in the Rorschach group had a greater ten
dency to rate their interpretations as "excellent" than did either the
Questionnaire group or the Bernreuter group.
Snyder (1973) performed two separate studies in which he exam
ined the acceptance of interpretations based on a projective technique,
an interview or an objective personality test.

He also used a "control"

comparison condition in which subjects were told that the interpretation
was "generally true of people,."

Results from both studies showed that

the order of acceptance of the interpretation, from highest to lowest,
was as follows:

projective technique, interview, objective test, con

trol comparison condition.

The between-subject effect of assessment

condition reflected in this order was significant at or beyond the .01
level for both studies.
Thus both Richards and Merrens (1971) and Snyder (1973) pre
sented evidence that acceptance of generalized personality interpreta
tions is likely to be greatest when supposedly based on a projective
technique.

Snyder proposed that objective tests are too "transparent"
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to subjects, whereas projective techniques are more difficult for the
subject to understand.

He suggested that the aura of mystery surround

ing projective techniques may strengthen their perceived validity.
Snyder and Bloom (1974) examined the effect of using several
assessment techniques which differ in the degree of mystery surrounding
/
them.

They had subjects evaluate generalized interpretations which were

based on either projective techniques, astrology or graphology.

A con

trol comparison'group similar to that used in the Snyder (1973) study
was used.
procedures.

There were no significant differences between assessment
However, the projective and graphological techniques were

significantly more accepted than was the control condition.

It was fur

ther' reported that neither the subjects' reports of past contact with,
nor understanding of the various assessment procedures correlated sig
nificantly with acceptance of generalized personality interpretations.
Lattal and Lattal (1967) examined another aspect of the assess
ment technique.

They investigated the effect on students' subsequent

ratings of a generalized personality interpretation of a professor's
negative evaluation of a personality test (the House-Tree-Person test,
HTP).

Half of the subjects in the study were told that the HTP was a

relatively invalid and "generally questionable" personality assessment
technique.

The other half was told nothing about the HTP.

Both groups
r

were then given a generalized personality interpretation supposedly
based on the HTP (which they had taken one day earlier) and were asked
to rate it for its accuracy.

Both groups rated the interpretation good

or excellent on a greater than chance level.
occurred between the two groups.

No significant differences
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Merrens and Richards (1973) examined the effect of length of the
personality inventory on acceptance of generalized personality interpre
tations.

Subjects rated the shortest inventory as more "efficient" than

two longer forms.

The authors reported that, while no significant dif

ferences were noted between forms in terms of accuracy and depth of the
interpretation, "in percentage terms the short form was more favorably
evaluated."

They interpreted the results as suggesting "that the number

of test items used in personality questionnaires plays an important role
in the testee's evaluation of the interpretation."
Snyder, Shenkel and Lowery (1973) summarized studies of the
effect of assessment technique on the Barnum effect.

They concluded

that "although interpretation generated from any one of several dif
ferent approaches are about equally accepted, among the various types
of psychological tests, the projective technique elicits maximal ac
ceptance."

Snyder et al. further proposed that, "the shorter the in

terpretation, and the shorter the assessment procedure from which the
interpretation is purportedly derived, the greater may be the accept
ance. "

Test Administrator and Interpreter Status
Ulrich, Stachnik and Stainton (1963) investigated the effect on
acceptance of generalized personality interpretations of experimenters
of different status levels.

They conducted two experiments, the first

of which entailed having an instructor administer personality tests to
a group of students.

Subjects subsequently received identical person

ality interpretations and evaluated their accuracy.

In the second ex

periment, each student administered the same test to an acquaintance

10

and then had the acquaintance read and rate a personality interpretation
which was supposedly derived from that test.

In comparing the evalua

tions taken from the two studies it was found that interpretations made
by the students were accepted as readily as those made by the instructor.
Snyder (1973) and Dmitruk, Collins and Clinger (1973) have reported
similar results.
Snyder and Larson (1972) also examined the experimenter prestige
variable.

They administered personality tests and interpretations pur

portedly based on these tests in one of two settings.

The first setting

consisted of meeting a clinical psychologist in his office at the psycho
logical center.

The second setting consisted of meeting a graduate stu

dent in a laboratory at the psychology department.

Subjects' acceptance

ratings of the general personality interpretations did not differ sig
nificantly.

Thus, the evidence indicates that acceptance of generalized

personality questionnaires is independent of who administers the test
and of where it is administered.

Social Desirability of the Interpretation
Sundberg (1955), in studying the acceptability of fake vs. bona
fide test interpretations, found indirect evidence that interpretations
containing favorable statements were ranked as more accurate descrip
tions of a subject's personality than were interpretations containing
unfavorable statements.

Based on a post-hoc analysis he noted that,

"According to two judges' evaluations, there were five times as many
favorable as unfavorable statements in high-ranking interpretations."
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Mosher (1965) examined directly, the effect of different levels
of item favorability on a personality interpretation.

Subjects read an

interpretation which consisted of 13 neutral statements, 12 favorable
statements, and 12 unfavorable statements.

Analysis of subjects' accept

ance ratings revealed that favorable statements produced the most accept
ance.

Neutral statements were readily accepted but significantly less

so than the favorable.

Unfavorable statements were much less readily

accepted.
Weisberg (1970) directly manipulated the social desirability
value of personality descriptions and studied how this variable affected
student acceptance of such descriptions.
of three levels:

Desirability was rated on one

favorable ("the statement was written to make the in

dividual feel that he was 'psychologically healthy' or that his emotional
adjustment was normal or above normal"); unfavorable (". . . to make the
individual feel psychologically unhealthy or that his emotional adjust
ment was moderately or severely abnormal"); and neutral ("the statement
neither cast a favorable or unfavorable interpretation about one's
personality"). He then administered a House-Tree-Drawing test and sub
sequently returned to each subject a personality description which was
supposedly based on his drawings.
Analysis of students' acceptance ratings of these personality
r
descriptions indicated that intensity of endorsement very much depended
on the type of social feedback which the students received.

Findings

showed that favorably or neutrally worded personality interpretations
were generally preferred.
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Dmitruk, Collins and Clinger (1973) also examined the extent to
which college students would accept bogus personality profiles which
were either complimentary or uncomplimentary.

Fifty students were given

a figure drawing test and were told that results from the test would be
returned the following week.

On returning the next week, 26 of the stu

dents were given a profile adopted from Forer (1949) which had a gener
ally positive tone.

The others were given relatively negative evalua

tions, consisting of modifications of the positive statements.

Subjects

then assessed the accuracy of the evaluations that they received.
Analysis of these assessments indicated that the subjects accepted the
negative evaluations as readily as the Barnum reports.

Thus, the find

ings of Dmitruk et al. (1973) conflict with those of Mosher (1965) and
Weisberg (1970).

The reason for this conflict is not clear.

Dmitruk

et al. do not cite either Mosher or Weisberg as references and conse
quently do not comment on the conflicting results.

These differences

may be due to the fact that Dmitruk et al. did not use the same state
ments in their personality interpretations that were used in the other
two studies, or that the dependent measure used was subjects' written
impressions of the interpretation rather than rating-scale judgements.
Nevertheless, in the face of such conflicting results, the effect of
negative personality evaluations requires more experimental study.
r

Individual Difference Variables
Carrier (1963) suggested that the degree to which subjects ac
cept a bogus personality interpretation may be a function of their
personality characteristics.

With this hypothesis in mind he selected
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seven variables from the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule or EPPS
(Edwards, 1959) and proposed that high achievement, deference introception, succorance and abasement scores as well as low autonomy and endur
ance scores would be associated with gullibility in introductory psy
chology students.

After administering the EPPS to students, giving them

false personality reports and having them evaluate the accuracy of these
reports, Carrier found several significant relationships.

For males

gullibility was positively related to achievement, deference and introception.

For females it was positively related to abasement and intro-

ception and negatively related to endurance.
Hochman (1972) examined the differences in "gullibility" between
subjects who were high and low on anxiety (as measured by the Taylor
Manifest Anxiety Scale, Taylor, 1953).

He found that the high-anxious

subjects rated generalized personality interpretations as significantly
more accurate than did the low-anxious subjects.

However, Bachrach and

Pattishal (1960) used the same measure and found no relationship between
accuracy ratings of interpretations and anxiety.
Snyder and Larson (1972) have reported that degree of acceptance
of generalized personality interpretation correlates positively and sig
nificantly with locus of control (Rotter, 1966).

That is, subjects who

view their behavior as controlled by influences beyond their control
r
(external locus of control) are prone to accept a general personality
interpretation as being accurate for them, whereas subjects who view
their behavior as being within their own control (internal locus of con
trol) are likely to reject such an interpretation as being accurate.
However, in another study Snyder (1973) found that, though locus of
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control correlated positively with acceptance of interpretations, the
correlation did not reach significance.

Thus the relationship between

locus of control and acceptance of generalized personality interpreta
tions has not been clearly established.
Mosher (1965) correlated scores from several personality tests
with subjects' acceptance of fake interpretations.

Scores on the Agree

ing Response Scale (Couch and Keniston, 1960), which reflects an indi
vidual's degree of acquiescence, were not related to acceptance of in
terpretations.

Using Barron's Independence of Judgement test (Barron,

1953), he found that low scorers (i.e., subjects who are dependent on
others in making judgements) were significantly less likely to accept
unfavorable interpretations than were high scorers.

Independence of

Judgement test scores were not significantly related to acceptance of
favorable or neutral interpretations.

In explaining this finding,

Mosher suggested that low Independence of Judgement scorers were less
likely to accept the unfavorable interpretation because such individ
uals are more influenced by the culture's norms (i.e., to view oneself
favorably) than by the situational demands of the psychologist who made
the interpretation.
Mosher also found that high scorers on the Marlowe-Crown Social
Desirability scale (Crown and Marlowe, 1960) were significantly more
r

accepting of favorable items and significantly less accepting of the
unfavorable and neutral items than were low scorers on that scale.
Snyder and Larson (1972) however, reported that Social Desirability
did not correlate significantly with acceptance of a favorably worded
fake interpretation.
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One individual difference variable which has not been examined
in relation to the Barnum effect is dependency.

The following sections

present information concerning the variable of dependency.

Evidence is

presented which suggests a possible relationship between dependency and
acceptance of generalized, bogus personality interpretations.

Dependency
The concept of dependency fits very closely with Horney's (1945)
"compliant" or "moving-toward-people" personality.
traits of the compliant personality:

Horney lists three

a marked need for affection and

approval from others, a tendency to subordinate oneself to others and
to inhibit assertiveness and criticality, and a tendency toward self
blame and guilt.

Zuckerman (1958) attempted to fit these traits of the

compliant personality to the Murray (1938) need system.

He correlated

subjects' scores from the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule, EPPS
(Edwards, 1959) with peer-ratings of dependency and rebelliousness.

He

found that subjects who were rated as rebellious by their peers scored
significantly higher on the autonomy, dominance and aggression scales
than did subjects who were rated as dependent.

He also found the rebel

lious subjects scored significantly lower than did dependent subjects
on the deference, succorance and abasement scales.

Thus, several scales

from the EPPS appear to correlate with peer-ratings along a continuum
which may be conceptualized as dependency-independency.
Zuckerman, Levitt and Lubin (1961) also used scales from the
EPPS to examine the construct of dependency.

They used subjects' scores

on the succorance, deference, abasement, dominance and autonomy sub
scales as a combined measure of dependency.

They then examined the
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validity of this measure of dependency by intercorrelating it with (1)
a number of other measures of dependency (both direct and indirect),
(2) a group of subjects' self-ratings of dependency, and (3) peerratings of the subjects' dependency.

Results indicated that combina

tion scores from the EPPS correlated significantly with the direct
measures of dependency, with subject's self-ratings and with peerratings of dependency.
Results from several other studies demonstrate evidence for the
construct validity of the deference and autonomy scales of the EPPS as
measures of dependency.

Cairns and Lewis (1962) examined the relation

ship of these scales with the extent to which subjects tend to value
verbal reward or approval.

Subjects participated in a verbal condition

ing task in which the experimenter rewarded them for each correct
response by saying, "Mm-hmm."

At the end of the task subjects were

asked to rate the pleasantness of the "Mm-hmm."

Results indicated that

dependent subjects valued the verbal reinforcement considerably more
than did the independent subjects.

This evidence indicates that one

can predict an individual's sensitivity to approval from the EPPS
dependency scales.
Bernardin and lessor (1957) found that verbal disapproval from
the experimenter caused dependent subjects to perform significantly
r

poorer on a finger-maze task than independent subjects.

Thus, the EPPS

dependency scales of autonomy and deference predict sensitivity to dis
approval as well as sensitivity to approval.
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Dependency and Suggestibility
Wiggins, Renner, Clore and Rose (1971, p. 211) have said that,
"Suggestibility has long been thought of as a behavioral manifestation
of the underlying trait of dependency."

A common index of suggestibil

ity is the Postural Sway Test (Weitzenhoffer and Hilgard, 1959).

This

test entails having the subject stand with heels and toes together,
arms at his side, with his eyes closed.

The experimenter then begins

to suggest that the subject is falling backward.

He repeats this sug

gestion for a short period of time and then ends with the command,
"Fall!".

Sway tendency is measured in terms of inches of sway in the

specified direction.
Lang and Lazovik (1962) administered both the EPPS and the Pos
tural Sway Test to a group of college students.

They found that scores

on the EPPS deference scale were positively related to scores on the
Postural Sway Test.

Zuckerman and Grosz (1958) conducted a similar

study with a group of nursing students.

They found that, "low swayers

scored significantly higher on autonomy on the EPPS than the high
swayers."

Zuckerman and Grosz concluded that, "a person who is sug

gestible is likely to . . . (have) . . . strong dependency needs, while
a person who resists suggestion is more liable to have stronger needs
for independence or autonomy."

If we accept Wiggins' et al. proposal
r

that suggestibility is a behavioral manifestation of the underlying
trait of dependency, then we may hypothesize that the scales of defer
ence and autonomy are related to dependency.
Studies in hypnosis also give an indication of the relationship
between suggestibility and dependency.

White (1937) found that
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hypnotizability, as measured by subjects' susceptibility to a series of
hypnotic suggestions, was significantly correlated with subjects' scores
on the deference, autonomy, succorance and abasement subscales of the
EPPS.

Levitt and Brady (1963) reported that subjects' hypnotizability

correlated significantly with a measure of dependency based on a com
bination of subjects' scores on the autonomy, dominance and agression
subscales of the EPPS.

However, scores on another measure of depend

ency (a combination of scores from the deference, succorance and abase
ment subscales of the EPPS) showed no relationship to hypnotizability.
Investigations into conformity have also revealed a relationship
between suggestibility and dependency.

Jakubczak and Walters (1959)

examined the autokinetic effect in children.

Subjects were required to

estimate how far they perceived a stationary dot of light to move on
several trials.

A confederate was used to provide estimates which

might influence those made by the subjects.
were used.

Two groups of subjects

A low-dependency group consisted of boys who indicated un

willingness to accept help in tasks which they were unable to accomplish
themselves; a high-dependency group consisted of boys who indicated
willingness to accept help even when they required none.

Results indi

cated that high-dependent subjects were significantly more suggestible
than low-dependent subjects.
r

Gisvold (1958) employed Asch's (1952) technique of measuring
group conformity to validate a measure of dependency based on the
autonomy and deference subscales of the EPPS.

He found that conformity

behavior in this group situation correlated significantly with scores
on the autonomy subscale of the EPPS but showed no relationship to

19

scores on the deference subscale.

If we view conformity and suggesti

bility as similar behaviors then results from Gisvold's study lend
partial support to the proposed relationship of suggestibility and
dependency.
Summarizing results from studies in postural sway, hypnosis and
conformity we can see that there is evidence that several types of sug
gestibility are related to the construct of dependency, particularly as
measured by subscales from the EPPS.
The acceptance of generalized, fake personality interpretations
may be seen as a type of suggestibility (i.e., the individual who ac
cepts the bogus interpretation as accurate is accepting the experi
menter's "suggestion" that the statements describe him personally).
Therefore, if we accept the statement that dependent people are sug
gestible, we would expect that they would also be quite likely to ac
cept fake interpretations as accurate descriptions of themselves.
Conversely, we would expect that people who are independent would be
less likely to accept the interpretations as accurate descriptions of
themselves.
The present study was designed to examine the relationship be
tween dependency and the acceptance of fake personality interpretations.
The design involved two levels of dependency (dependent and independent)
r
and two types of fake interpretation (positive and negative). The spe
cific hypotheses were (1) that on the whole the positive interpretations
are accepted more readily than the negative interpretations (i.e., there
is a significant main effect for interpretation), (2) that independents
and dependents do not differ in their acceptance of the positive
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interpretation, and (3) that independents and dependents do differ in
their acceptance of the negative interpretation (i.e., independents
accept the negative interpretation less readily than dependents).

METHOD

A 2 x 2 factorial design was used to examine the relationship
between dependency and acceptance of fake, generalized personality in
terpretations.

The specific variables examined were social desirability

of the interpretation (positive vs. negative) and dependency of the in
dividual (dependent vs. independent).

Sub.1 ects
Subjects were 40 students from an introductory psychology course
(29 females, 11 males) who received course credit for their participa
tion, all of whom were pre-selected from a sample of 222 undergraduates
(168 females, 54 males) on the basis of their scores on the autonomy
and deference scales of the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule (EPPS).
The method of selection was similar to that used by Cairns and Lewis
(1962).

Twenty subjects with scores above the 50th percentile on defer

ence and below the 20th percentile on autonomy were designated as de
pendent.

Twenty other subjects with scores above the 50th percentile

on autonomy and below the 20th percentile on deference were classified
as independent.

(See Table 1 for a frequency count of scores and for

percentile points used in subject selection.)

Members of both groups

of subjects were then randomly assigned to either the positive or nega
tive interpretation conditions so that there were ten subjects in each
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TABLE 1
TABLE OF FREQUENCY DATA ON EPPS SUBSCALE SCORES
AND PERCENTILE POINTS USED IN
SUBJECT SELECTION

Autonomy Scores

f

Deference Scores

f

26-27

1

22-23

1

24-25

4

20-21

0

22-23

4

18-19

5

20-21

7

16-17

10

18-19

22

14-15

30

16-17

29

12-13

40

14-15

41

10-11

45

12-13

41

8- 9

39

10-11

34

6- 7

30

8- 9

21

4- 5

13

6- 7

16

2- 3

8

4- 5

2

0- 1

1

TOTAL

222

222

Autonomy:

50th percentile = 13.36
20th percentile = 9.72

Deference:

50th percentile = 10.30
20th percentile = 7.04

Dependent: Deference > 11, and Autonomy < 10.
Independent: Deference <

7, and Autonomy > 14.

r
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cell of the 2 x 2

design.

Since Sundberg (1955) and Snyder (1973) have

shown that acceptance of interpretations does not vary with the sex of
the subject, assignment of subjects to the different conditions was made
without regard to sex of subject.

The distribution of sexes for each

cell of the experiment was as follows:

Dependent-Positive, 10 females

and no males; Dependent-Negative, 7 females and 3 males; IndependentPositive, 6 females and 4 males; Independent-Negative, 6 females and
4 males.
The experimenter for the study was a male graduate student.

Procedure
Subjects were initially administered the EPPS in one of five
large groups.

At this administration subjects were told that a limited

number of them would be contacted within one week and asked to return
to receive the interpretations of their test results.

One week after

the initial testing, those 40 subjects selected on the basis of their
EPPS scores were reassembled.

The subjects were told that, since the

information to be handed out was personal, they were to arrange them
selves so that there was at least one seat between each individual.
Prior to receiving their interpretations, subjects were given a sheet
with the following statement on it to read:
"During this stage of the experiment you will receive the per
sonality interpretation derived for you.

After reading the interpre

tation and evaluating its accuracy you will be given an opportunity to
discuss it with the experimenter if you so desire.
"For some people, reading a description of their personality
can be an uncomfortable or even stressful experience.

If you prefer

24

not to read your personality description, you are free to decline to
do so and may leave the experiment now, if you wish."

All subjects

chose to stay for the remainder of the experiment.
Each subject was then given one of two typed interpretations in
an envelope

with his or her name on it.

Subjects assigned to the posi

tive interpretation received the positive interpretation used by
Weisberg (1970), see Appendix A.

Subjects assigned to the negative

condition received Weisberg's (1970) negative interpretation, found in
Appendix B.

The interpretations were presented in a format which lists

12 separate interpretive statements.
Subjects were instructed to read their own interpretations
silently.

They were then asked to (a) rate on a five-point scale, from

excellent to poor, the degree to which each of the 12 statements de
scribed their personality, (b) rate on a five-point scale, from excel
lent to poor, their evaluation of the accuracy of the interpretation as
a whole (i.e., all 12 statements taken together), (c) to write their
impression of the interpretive statements overall, and (d) to write
what they thought the purpose of the study might be (see Appendix C
for a copy of the data collection sheet used).
After collection of the interpretations and ratings, subjects
were told of the deception.

It was pointed out to them that the interr

pretations they received had nothing to do with their performance on
the EPPS, that they were, in fact, originally taken out of an astrology
book in 1949 and were therefore, quite general in nature and in fact
were true of most people.

Subjects were further informed that each sub

ject received one of two interpretations, one of which was primarily
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positive while the other was primarily negative, and that acceptance of
such interpretations was quite a widespread phenomenon as shown by a
number of previous studies with college students like themselves.

The

purpose of the experiment was also explained.
In an earlier pilot study, it was discovered that most subjects
were interested in why they were the ones selected to return for the
second half of the study.

Because of this, a brief explanation of the

basis for selection was given as follows:

"Selection for the second

part of the study was based on your performance on the personality test.
Two of the 16 possible scales for this test were used.

If you scored

high on either of those scales you were asked to come back.

Those who

scored high on the first scale are likely to be the kind of person who,
when he wants to do something in particular, and others tell him not to
do it, will go ahead and do it anyway.

Those who scored high on the

second scale are likely to be the kind of person who, when he has a de
cision to make and does not know which way to go on it, he is likely
to go to someone else, e.g., an expert in that area, and ask for advice.
He will then make his decision based on that advice."

After the ex

planation was given, subjects were told that if they had any further
questions concerning the experiment, the experimenter would be avail
able immediately after its end or that he could be contacted in his
office.

RESULTS

Three different methods were used to measure subjects' accept
ance of the interpretations and a separate analysis was made for each
method of measurement.

The first two analyses are similar to those made

in the Weisberg (1970) study, in which ratings of accuracy were analyzed.
The third analysis is similar to that made by Dmitruk et al. (1973).

In

that study the experimenters examined subjects' written impressions as
to whether subjects accepted or rejected the interpretations.
In the first analysis a two-way analysis of variance was run
on subjects' summed accuracy judgements for the 12 interpretive state
ments.

Each subject had rated the accuracy of each interpretive state

ment on a five-point rating scale (1 = very poor, 5 = excellent).

Thus,

the score for an individual in this analysis could range from 12 (very
poor) to 60 (excellent).

Independent variables for the analysis of

variance were personality of the subject (dependent vs. independent)
and social desirability of the interpretation (positive vs. negative).
Means and standard deviations are presented in Table 2.

A table summar

izing the analysis of variance is presented in Table 3.

A significant

main effect for interpretation was obtained (F = 11.02, df = 1, 36,
r

_p < .001).

This indicates that subjects receiving the positive inter

pretation rated the statements as more accurate than did subjects re
ceiving the negative interpretation, although both interpretations were
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rated highly.

Neither the personality main effect (J? = 1.71, df = 1,

36, p > .10) nor the personality by interpretation interaction (J? = 0.41,
df = 1, 36, p > .10) was significant.

TABLE 2
TABLE OF MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR
SUBJECTS' SUMMED RATING-SCALE SCORES
OVER THE TWELVE INTERPRETIVE
STATEMENTS

Interpretation

Negative

Dependent

XDP = 51.313

Xq n

S •D •Qp

Independent

x ip

xp

S.D.p

L

= 50.3()

S .D •jp =

TOTAL

N5

Positive

II

Personality

5.6!3

= 50.3()
=

4.3i5

47.30

Total

XD = 49.30

5,38

s .d .d

XTM = 44.40
IN

XI

s *d *d N

=

S,D,in =
XN
S.D...
N

4,53

= 45.85
=

5.06

=

= 47.35

S.D.p =

X
S.D.

4.62

5.84

= 48.32
=

5.29

In the second analysis a two-way analysis of variance was also
used.

Again the independent: variables were personality of the subject

(dependent vs. independent) and social desirability of the interpreta
tion (positive vs. negative).

The dependent variable for this analysis

however, was the subjects' ratings of the accuracy of the interpreta
tion as a whole.

Subjects again used a five-point rating scale.

Thus,

an individual's score for this analysis could range from 1 (very poor)
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TABLE 3
SUMMARY TABLE OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE ON
SUBJECTS' SUMMED RATING-SCALE SCORES
OVER THE TWELVE INTERPRETIVE
STATEMENTS

DF

Source

MS

F

2.

Personality
(Dep. vs. Indep. )

1

38.02

1.71

Interpretation
(Pos. vs. Neg.)

1

245.03

11.02

< .001

Interaction

1

9.02

0.41

> .10

36

22.24

Within

TOTAL

> .10

39

to 5 (excellent). Means and standard deviations from the data are presented in Table 4.

A table £summarizing the analysis of variance is

presented in Table 5.

The significant main effect for interpretation

(F = 4.77, aLf = 1, 36,£ < .05) indicates that subjects receiving the
positive interpretation rated their interpretation as a more accurate
overall description of their personalities than did subjects receiving
the negative interpretation.

There was no significant main effect for

personality (F = 0.54, df = 1, 36, p > .10) nor was there an interaction
r

effect (F = 0.03, df = 1, 36, p > .10).
In the third analysis, subjects' written responses to the ques
tion "What are your impressions of the interpretive statements overall?"
were examined (see Appendix 4 for subjects' responses).

Following a

procedure similar to that used by Dmitruk et al. (1973), four graduate
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TABLE 4
TABLE OF MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR
SUBJECTS’ RATING-SCALE SCORES OF
THE INTERPRETATION OVERALL

Interpretation

Personality

Positive

Negative

Total

Dependent

XDP = 4.40

XDN - 4.02

X

S.D.

Independent

= 0.70

S.D.pN = 0.61

= 4.30

XIN = 3.85

•ip = 0.68

S.D.T>T = 0.34
IN

x ip

S

TOTAL

XP

= 4.35

XM
N

=3.94

S.D.p

= 0.67

S.D.M
N

= 0.49

D

s .d .d

XI
S.D.p

X
S.D.

= 4.21
= 0.66

= 4.08
= 0.57

= 4.14
= 0.61

TABLE 5
SUMMARY TABLE OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
SUBJECTS' RATING-SCALE SCORES FOR
THE INTERPRETATION OVERALL

Source

df

MS

F

J?

Personality
(Dep. vs. Indep.)

1

0.19

0.54

> .10

Interpretation
(Pos. vs. Neg.)

1

1.70

4.77

< < .05

Interaction

1

0.01

0.03

> .10

36

0.36

Within

TOTAL

39
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students in psychology were selected to serve as judges.

The judges

were asked to independently decide for each of 40 subjects whether the
individual accepted or rejected the interpretation given him as an ac
curate description of himself.

Unless at least 3 judges agreed in

their decisions, the case was discarded from the analysis.
decisions were then compared with one another.

Judges'

Seven of the 40 cases

did not reach the criterion of agreement by at least 3 judges and were
subsequently discarded.

The Fisher's exact probability test for the

resulting contingency table, Table 6, yielded a j> > .278.

Thus, on

this dependent measure subjects who received the positive interpreta
tion did not differ from subjects who received the negative interpre
tation.

This finding is inconsistent with the findings of the first

two analyses which involved rating scale responses as dependent measures.

TABLE 6
CONTINGENCY TABLE FOR FISHER'S EXACT PROBABILITY
TESTa ON JUDGES' DECISIONS CONCERNING
SUBJECTS' ACCEPTANCE OR REJECTION
OF THEIR INTERPRETATIONS

Decision

Interpretation

Accept

Rej ect

Total

Negative

10

5

Positive

13

5

18

TOTAL

23

10

33

ajD > .278.

t

15
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The failure of the third analysis to yield significant differ
ences between acceptance of positive and negative interpretations may
be due to inaccuracy on the part of the judges in determining subjects'
acceptance or rejection of their interpretations.

It is possible that

the judges may have obscured any significant difference which existed
by either attributing spuriously low acceptance to subjects receiving
the positive interpretation or attributing spuriously high acceptance
to subjects receiving the negative interpretation.

To check this pos

sibility, for both positive and negative interpretation conditions,
correlational analyses were run between subjects' overall ratings of
the interpretations and judges' decisions on acceptance-rejection of
the interpretation.

If the judges' ability to estimate whether sub

jects accepted or rejected their interpretations varied as a function
of interpretation type (positive or negative) then the correlation co
efficients for both groups should show a significant difference.
correlational analyses revealed no significant differences.

The

Point-

biserial coefficients for the positive and negative interpretation
groups were, respectively, .461 and .468.

Thus, judges were equally

accurate in their decisions of acceptance-rejection for both groups.
The final question used on the data collection sheet (see Ap
pendix C, item IV) was included for the purpose of discerning whether
r

any subjects had been aware of the purpose of the experiment.

An exam

ination of subjects' responses to this question revealed that only one
subject concluded that the interpretations which were handed out were not
peoples' "true" interpretations and that everyone had in fact received
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a fake interpretation,
analyses.

Data from this subject were not included in the

The subject was replaced however.

r

DISCUSSION

The study was designed to investigate the impact of two separate
variables on the Barnum effect.

The variables examined were the posi

tive negative nature of the interpretation and the dependency status of
the subjects receiving the interpretations.

Results of analyses based

on subjects' rating-scale scores showed that the positive interpretation
was rated as significantly more accurate than the negative interpreta
tion.

Examination of subjects' written impressions concerning the

accuracy of the interpretations however, revealed no difference between
subjects who received the positive interpretation and those who received
the negative interpretation.

Analyses of the data showed no effect for

dependence-independence and also showed no interaction effect between
the variables studied.

The following sections discuss these findings

in relation to previous research in the area of the Barnum effect as
well as their implications for future research in the area.

Nature of the Interpretation
The early research in the area of the Barnum effect suggested
that people tend to accept the validity of generalized personality
test results.

This acceptance appeared to be independent of either

test or test administrator variables and to be a general phenomenon.
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The first Barnum study findings indicated that it did not appear to mat
ter what type of test performance was involved (e.g., picture drawing,
story telling, answering true-false or multiple choice questions, de
scribing one's avocational interests or one's life history, or seeing
things in inkblots), whether the test was long or short, nor whether
one had been told the test has no reliability or validity, nor did it
matter who administered or interpreted the test (e.g., undergraduate
student vs. graduate student vs. clinical psychologist).

As long as

the task was described as a personality test people seemed to accept
a "personality interpretation" which was purported to be based on that
test.
The present study along with several more recent investigations
(e.g., Mosher, 1965; Weisberg, 1970) provide data which suggest that
readiness to accept personality interpretations is not as general as the
early Barnum studies indicated.

Specifically, data have been obtained

which appear to indicate that willingness to accept a personality inter
pretation depends upon whether that interpretation is positive or nega
tive.

In the present study, two of the three data analyses showed that

people who were told they were fair, cooperative, honest and welladjusted rated test results as more accurate than did people told that
they were irresponsible, rigid, insecure and unable to cope with stress.
r

The third analysis was not consistent with this interpretation.
Independent judgements of subjects' responses to an "open ended" inquiry
about the accuracy of the interpretations they received provided no
evidence that acceptance of the interpretation varied as a function of
whether the interpretation was positive or negative.

Since this is a
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negative finding (i.e., a case of failure to reject the null hypothesis)
it necessarily carries less weight than the positive findings do.

In

fact, given that the first two analyses of the same experiment produced
positive findings, it is probably reasonable to question the method
used in the third analysis rather than to alter conclusions about the
data the method was used to evaluate.

It is interesting to note, how

ever, that this result is identical to that reported by Dmitruk et al.
(1973) who used a similar method in their study.

One possible explana

tion of the conflicting results given by these two methods is that the
written impression measure used by Dmitruk et al. and employed in the
third analysis here may be less sensitive than the rating measure.

If

so, this would be consistent with the fact that when positive findings
have been obtained (Weisberg, 1970; Mosher, 1965, the first two analyses
of the present experiment) a rating measure rather than "open ended"
measure has been used.

The implications of these findings for future

research will be discussed later.

Dependency
Two of the specific hypotheses for this study were (1) that in
dependents and dependents would not differ in their acceptance of the
positive interpretation, and (2) that independents and dependents would
differ in their acceptance of the negative interpretation (specifical
ly, that independents and dependents would accept the negative inter
pretation less readily than would dependents).

The first of these

hypotheses was supported by the data while the second was not.

In

light of other research showing the relation of dependency to a number
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of types of suggestibility (e.g., hypnotic susceptibility, the autokinetic effect, social conformity), the latter finding is somewhat sur
prising.

Furthermore, failure to find a relationship probably cannot

be explained by arguing that the levels of dependency used in the pres
ent study were not extreme enough.

As noted above, the percentile

values in subject selection were similar to those used in previous re
search which used the EPPS scales of autonomy and deference as depend
ency measures.
Perhaps failure to find a significant dependency effect indi
cates that the task used in the present study was not as much a func
tion of suggestibility as had been assumed.

It was expected that by

asking subjects to rate the interpretations, the experimenter was giv
ing subjects the implicit suggestion that they would find the interpre
tations to be accurate.

On these grounds, it was predicted that the

greater suggestibility of dependent subjects would cause them to be
more accepting of the negative interpretation than independent subjects.
However, in retrospect, it seems plausible that the task of assigning
numbers to interpretations on a 1 to 5 rating scale may not have been
particularly sensitive to differences in suggestibility, hence the
failure to find differences between dependent and independent subjects.

Implications for Future Research

,

A number of questions are raised by the mixed results of the
present study.

Chief among these is the question of why two different

methods of studying the same research question (i.e., having subjects
use rating-scales vs. having subjects' written impressions of the
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accuracy of interpretations) should yield conflicting results.

Future

research might focus on the differences between these two methods.

Ef

forts might be aimed at making each method more sensitive and subse
quently examining the impact of such changes.

For example, within the

present study the 1 to 5 rating scales used were anchored with the ad
jectives very poor, poor, average, good and excellent.

Although these

adjectives do give some meaning to a score of 1 vs. a score of 5, an
interpretation of this difference can say very little other than one
was rated more highly than another.

To clarify the meaning of the

rating-scale scores, more explicit descriptive anchors might be used
(e.g., 1 = This is no better than a tea-leaf reading could do; and 5 =
This is the most insightful interpretation possible).

Similarly, writ

ten impressions could be made more informative (and consequently more
sensitive to differences) by using more specific questions (e.g., how
well does this interpretation differentiate you from other people?
much of you does this interpretation leave undescribed?

How

And so forth).

Another variable which might be examined in future studies is
the order of statements within the interpretation.

As noted earlier,

Weisberg's (1970) interpretations consist primarily of either negative
or positive statements.

For example in the positive interpretation,

eight of the twelve statements are positive.

Of the remaining stater

ments, two are negative and two are neutral (similarly for the negative
interpretation, eight statements are negative, two are positive and two
are neutral).

The order in which these statements occur may create a

differential effect in terms of acceptance (e.g., a halo effect).

The
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Weisberg (1970) study randomized the order of the statements for each
subject.

In the present study all subjects under each of the two state

ment conditions received their statements in the same sequential order.
Perhaps a different order would yield different results.
Another area which might be explored involves the comparability
of findings based on research with college students with those based on
research with a clinical population.

That is, it is quite possible

that clients in a mental health clinic would respond differently to a
personality interpretation than would college students.

Research by

social psychologists suggests that such differences might be found.
Gollob and Dittes (1965) have reported that persons with low self
esteem are persuaded more readily than persons with high self-esteem.
It has also been found that people who view themselves as less competent
than others will change their opinions more than people who feel them
selves to be competent (Ettinger, Marino, Endler, Geller and Natziuk,
1971).

Thus, if we view those who seek psychological help as typically

less secure than those who do not, the Barnum effect may be more evi
dent with them.
Since most diagnostic reports are written for other profes
sionals rather than for clients, it might be of ineterest to examine
whether various professions differ in their susceptibility to the Barnum
r

effect.

Bachrach and Pattishal (1960) have presented evidence which is

relevant here.

They reported that "psychiatric residents were less

likely than younger and less well-trained undergraduate students and
graduate students to accept general personality interpretations."
is possible then that professions which differ in their degree of

It
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training (e.g., paraprofessionals vs. occupational therapists vs. nurses
vs. social workers vs. psychiatrists and psychologists) may differ in
their acceptance of generalized personality interpretations.

r

APPENDIX A

POSITIVE INTERPRETATION
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Personality Interpretation

1.

You have a tendency to worry, sometimes to excess.

2.

You possess a basic insecurity and have a need for attention.

3.

At times you are extroverted, affable, sociable, while at
other times you are introverted, wary, and reserved.

4.

You have esthetic interests and appreciate the really beauti
ful aspects of life.

5.

You prefer a certain amount of change and variety and become
dissatisfied when hemmed in by restrictions and limitations.

6.

When you are in a stressful situation you can adjust to it
and to the strains of daily life.

7.

When at ease with someone, you are able to be honest and
frank about your feelings.

8.

You respect the opinions of others without undue sensitivity.

9.

You enjoy helping those who need it.

10.

Whenever placed in a position of authority, you try to be
fair.

11.

You try to be a cooperative person.

12.

You have great capacity for organizing your work and the work
of others on a practical basis but still have the ability of
deep theoretical thought and philosophical interests.

r

APPENDIX B

NEGATIVE INTERPRETATION
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Personality Interpretation
1.

You prefer a certain amount of change and variety and become
dissatisfied when hemmed in by restrictions and limitations.

2.

You cower from responsibility.

3.

You have a tendency to worry, sometimes to excess.

4.

Because of your many psychological problems you gloss over
them with a covering of defensiveness.

5.

Whenever placed in a position of authority, you try to be
fair.

6.

You tend to be a rather confused and careless person often
getting into situations you can't handle.

7.

Disciplined and controlled on the outside, you tend to be
worrisome and insecure on the inside.

8.

Some of your aspirations tend to be pretty unrealistic.

9.

You possess a basic insecurity and have a need for attention.

10.

You tend to overact or panic when in a stressful or a poten
tially stressful situation.

11.

At times you are extroverted, affable, sociable, while at
other times you are introverted, wary, and reserved.

12.

When at ease with someone, you are able to be honest and
frank about your feelings.

f

APPENDIX C

DATA COLLECTION SHEET
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I.

Please rate the accuracy of each statement in describing

your personality.

Use the following scale:

5 = Excellent; 4 = Good;

3 = Average; 2 = Poor; 1 = Very Poor.
Statement //:

II.

1

7

2

8

3

9

4

10

5

11

6

12

Please rate the accuracy of the interpretation as a whole

in describing your personality.

Again use the following scale:

Excellent; 4 = Good; 3 = Average; 2 = Poor; 1 = Very Poor.

III.

5 =

_____

What are your impressions of the interpretive statements
overall?

IV.

What are your thoughts about the purpose of this study?

f

APPENDIX D

SUBJECTS' WRITTEN IMPRESSIONS OF THE
INTERPRETATION OVERALL
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The following are comments from 40 subjects, each of whom has
received a personality interpretation.

Their comments are made in

response to the question, "What are your impressions of the interpretive
statements about your personality overall?"
Your task is to decide for each individual whether he or she
has accepted the interpretation as an accurate description of him or
her self or whether he or she has rejected the interpretation as in
accurate.
In the space to the left of each paragraph please put an A if
you think the individual has accepted the interpretation overall or an
R if you think the individual has rejected the interpretation overall.
For example:
A

I think this was an excellent interpretation.

R

How could you do such a lousy job of interpreting
my personality!

Please make a decision for each individual.

___

Seems to be pretty accurate, except for a few that I really can't
agree with. Surprising results from the type of questions on the
test.

___

Some are very good, a couple I feel are way off base, overall it's
a pretty good interpretation.

___

Many could have been applied to any number of people, while a
couple were pretty far off, at least as far as I consider myself.

___

I think most of them are fairly accurate. I don't really like
some of them, but I guess they apply at least to some degree.

___

I agree with them to some extent, some describe me very well but
others make me seem much more insecure than I think I am.

___

Mostly accurate, some are not at all like me.
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I think they fit me fairly well. They put in black and white
things I really know about myself, yet would never have been
able to write down about myself.
They are good but they leave out a certain aspect of myself.
This could bring about a wrong interpretation by the people
doing this study.
They came pretty close. Some of the statements made me out to
be more insecure than I think I am.
While some are very accurate, some tend to be vague because
through the test you only saw part of us.
They were close. Some were closer than others, but it does
sound like me in a way.
They were basically true for most of the time.
I think that they were very accurate, and really told me more
about myself than I knew already.
The interpretation seems to be so realistic, yet looking at the
types of results it seems much like a horoscope.
I think you did a pretty good job interpreting my personality.
They weren't bad but they weren't right on the mark either.
It's nothing short of impossible to interpret my personality
exactly cause I'm erratic.
The statements are a good estimate of me.
ments appear to me to be very true.

All of the state

The statements seem to have been very simply derived from the
previous personality test and appear very general. I'm not
too impressed.
They seem to be fairly accurate, but many of the personality
traits could be used for anybody. They are very basic and,
I think, are common in everyone. So the evaluation could be
given to just about anyone and get the same results.
r
They are very deep and not often put upon a person, therefore
a person has not really thought about his personality or traits
in depth as these statements.
Some are very poor answers but there's a few that match me
almost perfectly.
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You seem to have pinpointed the major parts of my personality
very accurately! Your interpretation is interesting.
Pretty good, seem to be fairly accurate.
The statements overall seem to fit me perfectly. I didn't
think that my personality could be described in such a few
statements.
Some were too general and I couldn't answer them without
really considering them but most of them sounded like me.
Some were right on, some I think may have been interpreted
wrongly from my answers on the first part of the experiment.
On the whole they did a pretty good job of describing me.
There were a few though that seemed almost opposite of what
I'm like.
The mood I was in, in taking the test, had influence on my
answers.
A lot (most) of this is so much me, it's just that I haven't
known it expressed this way before. I am bewildered that you
were able to find out my personality so very close by the
test. All I can say is it just amazed me that this could be
so close.
I agree with many of the personality statements, although by
a few of my ratings you can see I'm not in total agreement
with the assessment.
On the average most of them apply very much to me. These
statements are quite general so almost anyone can fit into
this personality statement.
Basically it was a good interpretation. Some negative aspects
are hard to accept, but true. I may have been a little incon
sistent in the test giving a more general insecure impression
than I really am.
On the whole they are true to some degree or another. In a
couple I didn't know for sure exactly what they meant but I
got the main idea.
I think that it is quite accurate according to what I
answered on the questionnaire.
The statements were too general in some cases but do have
a few statements that were good.
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They are mostly accurate. All of the qualities listed I feel
are part of my personality to a certain extent.
They seem to fit very well, if almost exactly in some cases.
While reading these statements I can see myself through words,
not by the way my mind had me pictured.
It's kind of hard to believe how close it is possible to come
to analyzing a person's personality by the questions answered
on the questionnaire.
A lot of them fit perfect, and a few that are a little less,
but basically it's pretty accurate.
I really feel they are as close to correct that they could
ever possibly be.

r
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